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ISAIAH 38-39
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Katholieke Universiteit Ni}o

Connected wıth the narratıve text In Isa 36-3 7, the chapters 38-39 contaın the 1alla-

ti1ions concerning the IlIness of Kıng Hezekıah. ıke the narratıon in 3637 the texTi of
Isa 38-39 ıtself already raises Mal quest1ons of CONCEIN the exegele. In thıs artıcle,

WONUL.| lıke, from text-linguistic pomt of VIECW (especıially text-syntactic and (eXT-

semantıc), c<hed 1NCW ıght SOTMNC of these for Isa 38-39, supported Dy SOTILC {eXT-

critical observatıons.

Much discussed 1s the S12N, which Isaıah o1ves ezek1a:| In d SUuppOort of
the fact that the ord wıll keep hıs word postponing the death of Hezekıah for
fiıfteen years.“ Thıs sıgn 1s text-semantıically framed in the StOTY of Isa
In the description of the S12N, the word 70R 15 used, which 1s formed irom the TOOT

70 DY INcans of ()-preformativum and which, therefore, MuUuSt have the meanıng of

something which SOCS 1e step confer Ex 20:26:; Kıngs 10:19; K7 40:6) Here,
however, there 15 TeCAasonN SUpPOSC sundıal, lıke the Targum that reads
NS UU » and the Vulgate that reads IN horologio.”
The sıgn has do wıth the and Wall‘ (3 MN] —_  1W) of the shadows cast

step under the intfluence of the (  - WDW) ecause of the fact that the
INOITIC the seIfs, the longer the cshadows dIC, the evenıng sıtuation 15 desceribed in the
fırst half of 8’ and, the other WaY round, the morning sıtuation the second half
of Thıs that, surely the mornıing follows uDOoNn the even1ıng, OV-

See artıcle 0® (1999) 32-35
The death of kıng I1Ccalls dıscontinulty, whereas continulty kıngshıp 15 SUNrVIvVe in the

actual sıtuatıon of the conflıct wıth Sennacherıib TOom thıs pomt of VIeW, ıt 15 striıkıng that the text
0€S speak aDOU! Hezekıjah’s TECOVETY, but OU1 ımıted ofeen See Iso

Interpretation of the Babylonıan Exıle udYy of Kıng saıah 38-59, D
(1974) 345

the Septuagınt (TOUS EK XVaAßBaOuOouUs TOU OLKOU TOU TATPOS OOU) and the Pesıtta

(u\n:|r< ura KAA19); allusıons sundıal OT sun-clock aTre missıng ell See Iso BARTHELE-
M Critique textuelle de "’Ancien Testament (OBO Frıbourg Göttingen 1986, 262 Pace:
EEL UVEHLINGER, Göttinnen, (Jötter und Gottessymbole. Neue Erkenntnisse Religionsge-
schichte anaans und ( ergels aufgrund bislang unerschlossener ikonographischer Quellen (QD 134),
reiburg ‚AaSse! Wıen 1992, 310:; who tOO easıly “Sonnenuhr” ere in confirmatıon of
the ““csolare Neuorientierung” in Judah
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CLY delıverance follows uDON the crisis-sıtuation of Hezekıah Jerusalem *
The indıcatıions of the evenıng and the morning CCUrLr agaın in the wrıting of Hezekıah.
In the C1IS5C5 and 1  s Hezekıah describes h1ıs experiences usıng the temporal phrase19E
The fırst word of 1 ' ”a contaıns interpretation problem. Because ıt 15 Dar-
allel the word D it 15 generally translated wıth fent sımılar notion ° In
OpPIN1ON, creatıng specıal meanıng for only OMNC OCCUITENCE, of such A  » urren: word

1s neıither WISe NOT necessary.6
The CONCcepL \ INCAanNls collective of people, lıvıng during certaın tiıme SD It
CONCEINS, therefore, 19(0)1 INnd1V1C0u3: 1fespan, but the lıyıng communıty of Israel IN
concreto. 7 hıs implıes that Hezekıah does not wriıte that his OWN ıfe 1S en  e but that
he describes how his PCO le, Ver whom he 1s kıng, wiıll be separated from hım
CONSCQUCNCE of 1Ss ea! In thıs WAdY, it 1s agaın raised that iı exira CTISIS eatens
UOMlCc into being, namely discontinulty in leadershıp al VErIY inconvenient moment
In 1  ' thıs dea of 15 1s resumed by the wordsaZ E EDD read
.7 subordinate clause anäpl() Thus, the arlses: because O, Ihem
who live, and for each IN them *} Using these words, Hezekıah MNCcAans both the entire
communıty m2 and each indıvıidual ıt m3778 AÄ)
Further, the construction ' D8(3) (verse 12) 1s dıfferently interpreted. Iwo inter-
pretations dIiCc Curreni. The NOUN o 1s read indefinıte sıngular AD and 15 d -

cordingly understood (aS) shepherd’s tent. * Other read o ED

Because of the lımıtatıiıon of Hezekıah s and, considering the continuatıon of the book of
Isaıah in Isa ell as the continuation of srael’s hıstory in (Babylonıan) exıle ll tOo COME, the
sıgn 15 rıkıng, the evenıng ollows the mornıng agaın.

Thus wrongly: ALEXANDER, C’ommentary the Prophecies Of 1ISQI1d Vol 1L, 1 1875
Grand p1ds 43 Biblischer ('ommentar ber den Propheten Jesaia (BC UMV1),1pzıg 1879° 376; KAISER. Der Prophet Jesaja. Kapitel 713-39 (AID 18), Göttingen 1973 316;

VAUX Les Institutions de Äncien l estament, 'arıs 19619 $ WILDBERGER. Jesaja.Kapitel 28-39 (BKAT A/3), Neukirchen-Vluyn 1982, 1442-14  60
Pace: GESENIUS, Thesaurus philologicus CFIHCUS linguae Hebraeae el Chaldaeae Veteris Testa-

menl1, Lipsiae (1835) 331 KB, 206  B (1967) 209
Confer: as Danklıed Jes 9-20, ANSTI (1973) 90-91: I[HAT (1978) 444-

445 GERLEMAN].
The Versiones Support thıs interpretation, the Septuagınt translates EK TNS OUYYEVELAS HOUV, the

Vulgate generatio Med and the PesSıtta yIN, and especılally the Targum that reads e E  R  (D)
dace KAISER (1973) 316 who emendates such WaY that only the word ar 1S kept;

WILDBERGER (1982) 1140 who deletes arge Darts of verse
10 It 1S NnOoft oblıgatory, certamly pO!  1C texts, introduce subordinate clauses by ON  g
SCHNEIDER, Grrammatik des biblischen Hebräisch, München 1985 1974') 1 /4 45513

Confer also: YBERG (1973)12 Thus ALEXANDER (18/5) 52 ITZS| (1879) 376
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and subsequently translate wıth (aS) shephert
a status-constructus-Construction, however, the tirst ord 15 in SA{l absoluto and,

therefore., have sullıx. f thıs word should have A suffix because of the SC-

mantıc meanıng, the suffix 1S connected the word In COI’ISÜ‘HCIO.I The CADICS-
S10N *o D, therefore, INCanNls MY shepher:« fent

The ırd problematıc word In 1s the verbal formE The most —

cummng translatıons of thıs hapax legomenon A1C ul off” and roll UD The 1n-
terpretation Cul off‘”. however, 1s not sultable the contiext who Cufs off hıs Q W]

lıte? Only alteratıon of the fırst CLSON nto second CISON GCD) could bring
rehef.

the meanıng roll 1s chosen, the metaphor 1s interpreted rollıng CIO' by
WEAVeTr after the cloth has been finished *” Thıs idea, however, CAaUuUsScs texti-

semantıc problems. Fırst, the image and that hat 1s compared, do nOoTt match, because
Hezekılah s 1ıfe cannot be consıdered finıshed, certamly not in VIEW of the sıtuation.
Moreover, the metaphor ıtself IS not coherent, because the order of the aCT of weavıng
1s inaccurate: first textile must be Cut off from the cloth-beam and, after that, 1s
be rolled up
In VIEW, however, the interpretation roll 1s COITECT, but it should be under-
stood wıthın the weaving-metaphor.“ hat which 15 rolled 15 textile 1C be-

of the weavıng by the WCAaVCI, has be rolled further all the time round the
cloth-beam (P2). The I-figure, A  ‚a WEAVCI, To h1ıs textile, Le hıs lıfe, round the
cloth-beam, lengthening hıs pIECE of textile. omebody else, however, 1r' CISON
siıngular DD interrupts thıs actıvıty Dy all aft NCce cutting off the textile from the

13 Thus K AISER (1973) SE WILDBERGER (1982) 1443 They INaYy feel supported Dy the Vulgate
(tabernaculum pastorum).
14 Compare, for instance, the expression WT 7r Isa 11  \© holy MmoOountalin. See QUON
MURAOKA, rammar of Biblical ebrew SubBıb 14), Koma 1991, 520 $ 140
15 The eptuagınt (E KTE WEIV) and the Vulgate Fraecisa est) Iso give thıs interpretation.
16 The Targum Scs both verbs: F and 5
17 Confer also the Pes 1C] ses the erb O1 CO \I\_ar< ra dr
13 Confer for thıs remark Iso 8/5) 82 Thıs change the text-syntactical ‚ategory
‘number‘ OCCUTS the translatıon O roll U, well; DUACE ISER (1973) 316  9 WILDBERGER (1982)
1461
19 Thus EXANDER (187/5) 8 (1879) 376 GESENIUS (1853) kZZD: KB, 845
(1983) 1043; WILDBERGER (1982) 1461

ONSO SCHOEKEL SICRE FOJeitas. Introducciones cComentarIio, adrıd (1980)
260 therefore, proposed the translatıon reel. Reelıng, however, 15 actıvıty that takes place before
the ua ofweavıng. Moreover, thıs actıvity-comparıson IS suıtable for SOMeEONeEe who 1s the
midst of h1s ıfe

Ome exegetes wrongly understand the weaver s metaphor metaphor of the TEA! of lıfe, PTC-
sumabily influenced by the Moiral of TEE! mythology, especıally Atropos who Cut oft the thread of
ıfe See for instance: De profetie Van Isaias (De heıilıge boeken ude Verbond 6
's-Hertogenbosc! 1933, 157



cloth-beam.

The end of Isa 3  ' the eISCS5 21-22, ralses lot of questions. Iwo questions, which aTIe
connected each other, Aaic essential here‘: 1S the sıgn ın identical sıgn OI

deed, lready mentioned in the story” and 1C function do the wayyigtol-forms
have in these verses?
Some ıdentify the sıgn asked for in Z wıth the sıgn given in the CISCcSs
P ecause of that, thevy consıder the CISCS DE gloss,22 dısplace the eIscs
JA
In another interpretation, the sıgn as. for ın 2 ' 1S identitied wıth the cake of
f1gs in 71 24 The Septuagınt be of thıs opınıon, translatıng the word ‚7
dSs exclamatıon: Touto T ONUEIC. The PeSıtta attaıns the Samıec by reversing the
eCISCS 21 and D 25 VIeW, however, the fact that after ZI
sShows that the sıgn 4S for In 2 ‘ does not consıst of the cake of figs
Some eXegeles, well the maJorıty of the modern translatıons., render the WUNV-
yiqtol-forms in the CISCS5 DVa ] ‘“plusquamperfectum’ .“  6 ıblıcal Hebrew, how-
CVCI, gatal-form instead of wayyiqtol-iorm should be used indıicate "plusquam-
perfectum’.
The wayyigtol-forms, the maın ense 1DI1Ca: Hebrew narratıves, indıcate the STO-
Iy S PTO£IC>SS. In oOpınıon, thıs ımplıes that, after Isa1ah’s medical treatment, Heze-

asks tor NewW sıgn that wiıll ShOow hım that hıs wısh, expressed in hıs wrıting,
the house of the ord (TT} Aa 2 11l NnOTL remaın in a future-desıire, but

wıll be realısed in re. go1ing the house of the Lord (TT ( ] 71708).
As the narratıon in Isa 1s introduced by temporal phrase wıth ollowe: by
gatal-form L  JI  E after hıch the actual STOTY SLarts wıth the first wayyiqtol-form
D  » the SAILlC applıes chapter After the tiıme-adjunction orme: Dy the
preposıtion qatal-torm 2 the actual story-lıne starts wıth the wayyiqtol-form
DW
hıs ımphes that the 1Cason for the Babylonıian mı1ssıon 15 neıther visıt the sıck 1T
visıt of congratulatıon the ICCOVEIVY from illness “ The visıt s  2 1e4AsonNn 15 noftf made

' (1973) SEL consıders the VeTrSeS ZAATT fallıng flat ACKROYD (1974) 343 speaks about
scribal addıtion . Possıbly, the first hand of 1QIsa’ Lreats the S12NSs ıdentical each 0l  er, because it
leaves Out the VCISCS 2122 6O rther BARTHELEMY (1986) 261
23 Thus for instance' Tr ZSE (1879) 373

Confer Iso Zu Jes XMAXAXVIN ZIt.. VF (1971) 108-109
25 Confer Iso the remark in the margın of Ms St Mark L, fol 18 edıtıon The Book of
Isaiah IN the Version Syro-hexapla. Facsimile Fdition o MS Mark INn Jerusalem Wwith
introduction 449), Lovanı1 MAuOayY A ig M Hun mXarn mXia
E7 x  A 3 (7) \ _ (M (thıs 15 the SIgn the sme. ofthe fıgs 1s opposıte hıs ulcer, ıt ll heal hım)
26 Confer: SCHOORS, Jesaja (BOT 9). Roermond 1972, 216 Confer Iso' SWEENEY, Isaiah e

(fot] 16), Grand Rapıds Cambrıdge 1996, 490.493 who speaks about “narratıve aftermath”.
27 Pace: DELITZSCH (187/9) 396; (1996) 506 Confer conversely: WILDBERGER (1982) 1471
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explicıt anywhere in the StOTy From the fact that Hezekıah also shows his ul
(V S Aa 23), it be concluded that milıtary motives play role.
The verb ‚18 plays a  ‚b negatıve role here well It 1S prominently present In the STOTY
twıice 2, NC the question of the prophet Isaıah in and twıce in
Hezekıiah’s also in It MAaV here best be escm1De O  ' 10 lo0kK
something INn Order DO353C5S I1 confer for thıs uance Iso (Gen 1314 Dt S12
32:48-52; 1-4 Mit 4:8- Lc 4:5-6; 18).“
Fınally, Heze reaction Isa1ah’s words in the CISCS5 3a hıs reaction, In VeCISC

8’ Cal be divided nto parts The translatıon of the fırst part H Z \p
CaAauscs problems:; but the question hat IS called 200 by Hezekıah, 1S, however,
dıfferently swered. The expression M AD 1s un1que in the Hebrew
(only used iın the ‘parallel’ text Kı In opınıon, however, the qualıification

has noTt much do wıth the CoOnftfent of Isaıah’s word,“ wıth Hezekıjah s
self-interest, ”” but wıth the fact that it sımply 15 ord the of God?
The second of Heze reactiıon begıns wıth the conjunction hıs does nNnoOoTt
introduce wıshful remark, A the ombıned partıcle o Kı does  32
1s that the partıcle reters the words DA D but, because of the dı-
VIsS1OoN caused Dy renewed » it does not indıcate (selfısh) approval of the
Content of Isa1ah’s words, but the COrTrTreCINESS of Isa1ah’s formulatıon.
The word En plays VC) ımportant role here Thıs word has already OCccurred twıce
In the utterance of (G(10d 1C. Isaıah put into words: the future 15 phrased in the _-

pression ’3a Vrn in O3, whıulst, 6 ‘5 the preposıtional phrase
T BA indıcates the past. The tiıme Span between these \&  D 1”—moments 1s
filled Dy Hezekıah by hıs uUs«c of the word m}

28 See Iso (1974) 339-341
29 Pace: I[HAT (1978) 656 [H.J STOEBE] who classıfies Isa 3908 ‘posıtıve advıce .

Pace: WILDBERGER (1982) 1479
Confer: SWEENEY (1996) 506 Confer Iso TOV 153023

37 Pace: (1974) 336-337 The argum D mö 777 'N) and the Vulgate (ef
dixit flat [ANITum DAX el verıtas IN uUS meis), however, SceM fo acdhere O thıs interpretation.3A Confer Iso WILDBERGER (1982) 1479

WOUL. ıke thank Drs urıts Sınniınghe am: mster for the correction of the Eng-
ısh 15 artıcle


